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Honoured Doctor, 
1 Shall now conſider what you ſay in your Number III. 


which TI have lately received. I do not well underſtand 
what you mean by your Parentheſis concerning my 7th 
Letter, that is come 8 at laſt. | 
You were pleas'd in your Examination (Part the 2d. p. 10.) 
to allow me a Month, or two Months, to anſwer in. And 
therefore, I ſhould think, when I keep within your own Al- 
lowance, you need not complain. Now your Numb. II. is da- 
ted, March the 8th, my 7th Letter April the 30th, and your 
Numb, III. June the 7th. I cannot imagine what Occaſion you 
could have of mentioning again the Buſineſs of Lay-Elders, 
unleſs it were to gratify an Inclination of multiplying Words. 
*Tis neither mine nor any Man's giving that matter up, but 
Arguments that muſt convince the Diſſenters, who are of 
that Opinion. And as this does not 2 any Object ion of 
thoſe who have no ſuch Officers, ſo neither do's it deſtroy the 
Obje4ion of thoſe who have them; for they retain them as of 
divine, and not humane Inſtitution. And when you orI can 
ſhew them they are in the wrong, they will ſet you an Ex- 
ample what ſhould be done with ſuch Officers. 
doubt not but impartial Perſons will judge, I think as 
freely of Teaching Elders, as of Lay-Elders : or at leaſt, I am 
well aſſur'd, no Perſon of Candour and Judgment will queſti- 
on my thinking freely, on the account of 'my not being moved 
by any Arguments you have been pleas'd as yet to bring, 
Next you fay, What I alledge in Defence of my Aſſertion, that 
your firſt Theſis do's not affect the Controverſy, in the Upſhot a- 
monnts only to this, that by not affecting, I meant, it did nat de- 
cide or determine the Controverſy, one way more than the other : 
Which you ſhould never have excepted * againſt, had I expreſt my 
Meaning more properly or particularly. 
I think nothing is more proper than to ſay, a Controverſy 
is not affected by ſuch a Propoſition as leaves it juſt as it was 
ad which ſerves not at all to decide and determine it And 
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that this was my meaning 4 all along plain. The Rea- 
ſon I gave at firſt, why it did not affect the Centroverſy was 
in thele Words: Lett. 4. p.71, * For the Controverſy, being 


© whether Preſbyters have valid Authority to'ordajn as well as 


© Biſhops ; if it appear they have, Preſbyterian Ordination 
* will be, lafe and valid, tho this Propoſition be granted. Was 
not this ſufficiently expreſſive of my — 

Or what can be more plain than thoſe Words in my fixth 
Letter, p. 27. where I ſay, Our Controveiſy is whether 
© Presbyterian Ordination be valid : And this can be only af- 
* fected by a Propofition which ſetves to determine it; as this 
* do's not, So that every one muſt ſee your 2 Pretence 
is a very pitiful and ſorry ſhift, and that I had properly and 
particularly enough expteſs d my meaning from the beginning, 
and was all along confiitent in it. 

You tell me, that you muſt obſerve to me, that whoſoever ſhould 
tell another, that the Poſpbility and Exiſtence of Motion do's not 
affet the Controverſy concerning the moving of the Sun or Earth, 
would be guilty of a great Abſurdity. In the Controverſy, whe- 
ther the Link or Sun move, on both ſides Motion is fuppos'd, 
and therefore I think it would be no Abſurdity at all to ſay F 
thoſe things do not affect the Controverſy. You ſay, Tu true 
indeed one might be apt to laugh at another, that ſhould begin 
with lazing down the Propoſitions I mention, but then it would | 
not be becanſe they do not affect the Contruverſy, but becauſe they 
affect it ſo apparently, and are ſo apparently true in themſelves, 

hat tis abſurd to think auy one would queſtion them; which 
makes my Inſtance far from parallel to your Caſe. 

But with your good leave, Sir, the Inſtance is very paral- 
Jel, becauſe tis as abſurd in you to think that I, with whom 
Jou were managing this Controverſy, would make any Que- | 
ſtion of that Propolit and the Reaſon why *tis as abſurd 
in you is this, becauſe I had from the very firſt granted it: 
as you may ſee by my firſt Letter, p. 43. And we not only 
* implicitely, but expreſly grant his main Poim, as he calls 
* it, that none can lawfully ordain (I am not concern'd in 
* Caſes of utmoſt Neceſſity) except thoſe that are inveſted 
* with the Power of Ordination. 1 

And now, Sir, ſince you grant, that your firſt Propoſition 
do mot decide or determine the Controverſy one way more than 
the other, how comes it to ſerve as a Link in your Chain? Is 
not your Bucket ſuppos'd to be the grand Propoſition you 
contend for? and ſince this will not help to the eſtabliſhing Fe 


that, any more than the directly oppoſite or contradictory 


Pro- 


* 
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ropoſition of your Adverſary, I ſhould think this Link was 

perfluous, and your firit 1 and lait Condluſion 
juſt have no bettet Connection than a Rope of Sand, and lo 
zur Chain will not ſerve to draw up even an empty Bucket. 
on | To tell you the truth, I deſpiſe Vit, when 'tis made ule of 
the place of Argument, and 1 do not ſee you have any great 
aſon to charge me with want of Argument, when there 
s been occafion for it. But I could not ſee there was any 
ed of Argument to anſwer that, which had nothing; in it 
lides its being ſolemn and dogmatical, And I ſhall take 
e liberty of delpifing that which is filly when-ever I meet 
ith it in your Writings. However gravely it may be laid 
Own ; I profeſs to you I cannot by your Numb, II. p. B, 10. 
1, 12. find what is the Difference between a Reſpondent's 
ranting a Propoſition, and his anſwering all that his Oppo- 
ent ſays, on Suppoſition of the Truth of it. And in ſpite of 
e Allurance you write with, I defy you to ſhew that I ever 
n guilty of making no Diſtintion where there is a real Die- 
ce; and 'tis a ſhrewd Evidence that the Difference pre- 
ded by you is Chymærical and Imaginary, fince I can't 
revail with you fo much as to give me the Foundations of it, 
You had charg'd me with a double Inconfiſtency or Contradi- 
ion, The firſt was this, that whereas I granted you your 
rt Theſis, that the Validity of any Ordination do's immediate 
depend on the valid Authority of the Ordainer ; 1 did in my 
wer to your ſecond and third Theſes, ſay it depends im- 
ediately on another thing; 1 told you, thoſe two things I 
ention'd were the very things wherein the valid Authority 
the Ordainer lies; and that is plainly true from my Words, 
hich were theſe : * The Validity of Preſbyterian Ordination, 
according to our preſent 2 2 (that ic your firſt Propo- 
tion) depends on, (1) The Validity of the Ordinatian of 
it: thoſe Preſbyters, (who did ordain) to the Office of Preſby. 
ers. * Validity of Preſhyterian Ordination, ſu 
ling the Ordainers rightly ordain'd themſelves, depends im- 
mediately on the Power annex d by Divine Appointment to 
the Office of Presbyters. And can any Man doubt that the 
lid Authority of the Ordainers lies in theſe two things ? 
nd are you not put on a groſs Abſurdity to defend your 
harge, when you tell me, my Anſwer ſbould have run th, 
he Validity of Preſbyterian Ordination, according to our preſent 
potheſis, of the on two things, viz, Firſt and immediately on 
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Validity of the Ordainers, Secondly, And ſuppoſing the Or- 
ners rightly ordain'd themſelves, it s on the Power 2 
| uc 


161 
anner d by Divine Appointment to the Office of Tresbyters ? Fe 
where's the Contradiction all this while? In ſhorr, Sir, thiif 
is a plain Blunder of er notwithſtanding all your Ski 
in Logick; for you did not perceive what is yet plain enough 
that in thoſe two things the valid Authority of the Or 
dainers Iies: For as to the Word Immediately, tho' that Hf 
not expteſs:d, yet tis ſufficiently implyed by my refering ti 
your firſt Propoſition. And therefore your firſt Charge ra 
thus, that the Validity of Presbyterian Ordination is aſſerted i 
your firſt Thefis to depend IMMEDIATELY on one thing, and in 
Anſwer to the Second and Third Theſis, to depend IMMEDIATE 
LTon another * ; Numb. II. p. 17. So that you could nc 

but ſee then, I delign'd and intended an immediate Depen 
dance, tho' now you would fain not ſee jt. Beſides, the 
ſame thing is evident from the ſecond Anſwer ; for if tha 
ſuppoſes the firſt, there muſt be ſuch an immediate Depen 
dance on the firſt. So that I muſt here reſume my forme 
Words: Here is not ſo much as the leaſt Shadow of a Contra 
dition.” . | 
Your Second pretended Contradiclon was, That in my ſe 
cond Anſwer before recited, I ſay; te*Validity of Presbyteri 
an Ordination depends immediately on the Fower annexed by Di 
vine Appointment to the Office of Presbyters; and yet at the ſam 
time aſſert, there can't be that immediate Dependance, withou 
Fuppo ng the Ordainers rightly ordain'd themſelves. 
his 1 fully clear'd in a few Words, giving you the plainfſſcal!” 
Senſe of the Propoſition, with a little Alteration of rth4e , 
Words, thus; The Validity of Presbyterian Ordinati vi 
. * on, perform d by validly and rightfully ordain'd Presby- A 
© ters, depends immediately. on the Power annex'd by divinq me 
« Appointment to the Office of Presbyters. This you takdif £ 
no notice of, but wonder why I ſhould ask you what here 
mediates or comes between? And I am much amaz'd at you 
that you can't ſee nothing does here mediate, or come be 
tween. Pray, Sir, let me know, whar there is that comes 
Between be Ordination of validly and rightfully ordain'd Pres 
byters, and the Power annex'd by Divine Appointment to the Of 
fle of Presbyters, on which the Validity of the ſaid Ordination Otł 
does more nearly depend? Or what is the immediate Cauſe of er. 
the Validity of an Ordination, fo ſpecify'd as above? I wil . 
put a parallel Inſtance. Suppoſe a Settlement is made ol 
Lands upon A. his Son, If it be ask'd, on what does B. his 
Right to the Lands immediately depend ? It may well be an 
ſwer'd on his being the Son of 4. Bat if it be ask d on 2 . 
: Oes 


\ 


171 


? Fe | 
, thiſſfices 4. his.Son's Right immediately depend? The proper 
Skiflanſwer is on the Settlement it (elf. This I think all will 


oughſ$rant to be a proper and logical way of ſpeaking, and ſuch as 
one ever found an Inconſiſtency or Contradiction in before 
jour (elf. I alledg'd that you us'd the Word Humediately, 
Wuſt in that Senſe you blame in me, and ſo any one would think 


ng 

* nuſt be equally chargeable with an Inconſiſtency or Contra- 
ed i id ion. But 'twas prudently done of you to take no Notice 
in uf it. I am freely willing you ſhould take Notice of Con- 
ATEfpaditions and Inconſiſtencies, when you met with them. But 
d no form Charges of: Contradict ions, without any tolerable Co- 


-penour for them, is a Reflection on a Man's own Judgment as 
thqhvell as his Temper ; and is injurious to the World, while it 
eceſſitates an Adverſary to multiply Words in his own De- 
fence, in a Matter in whichthe World is little concern'd. 

I had ſaid, * Thar all the Conſequence of your Argument 
is only this, That as the Scriptures do not tell us, who by 
Name ſhould be Officers in After- Ages ; ſo we are to learn 
this by comparing Perſons Pretenſions with the Scripture 
M' Rule. You ſay, p. 9. Very well, and this Conſequence is 
Menough fo my. Purpoſe : For on comparing Perſons Pretenſions 

ith the Scripture Rule, it appears, that Calvin, Sc. (Why 
jou ſhould fo expreſly omit Luther, I can't imagine, who 
was a bare Presbyter, and yet took upon him to ordain ) tho". 
call d by the like: Name of Presbyters, as Peter and John, & c. 
ve ſometimes call'd in the New Teſtament, yet they were far from 
having the ſame Miniſterial Power of Ordination as they Dad. 
Aud the plain Reaſon is this, hecauſe tho the Word Presbyters was. 
W/ometimes in the New Teſtament apply'd to ſuch as had the Tower 
, Ordination, yet in After Ages, down to the Reformation, it 
vas ws d to denote properly ſuch as had not the Power of Ordi- 
uation. Tis only in the Reaſon you alledge that I am con- 
cern'd, and therein I deny two Things; (1.) That the Word 
eshyters, when it ſignifies Officers in the Chriſtian Church, 
is only Sometimes in the New Teſtament, applied to ſuch as had 
the Power of Ordination. For | [ay tis never applied to any 
Other, And you have not yet pretended to alledge any 
Xripture-Evidence againſt me on this Head. (z.) I deny 
that the Word Preibyters was in After-Ages, down to the Refor- 
nation, us d to denote properly ſuch as had not the Power of 
Ordination. I lay, ia all After-Ages, it was us d to denote 
properly ſuch as had that Power; but who, by Miſtake, 
were thought not to have it. Thele things I am forc'd here 
o repeat, you ſtill infilting (without Proof ) o what 1 
| e nave 
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have fo often deny'd, and call'd on you to prove. And frollbei 
my Aſſertion it more plainly follows, that they are the ſan 
with thoſe call'd Presbyters in the New Teſtament, than fro: 
yours, that they are not. 

Tour Anſwer to my Queſtion is very inſufficient : For 

matters not what Diſtinctions After-Ages have coin d. 
modern Presbyters are not the ſame for Kind, with thoſfl; 
call'd Presbyters in the New Teſtament, they can't be r 
quir'd in the Scripture to perform any of the Offices of Pres 
byters : Nor do the Texts that ſpeak to Presbyters relate 
them. If therefore Modern Presbyters are in thoſe Texts, 
mention'd, requir'd to do any Duties, I ſay, it muſt be be 
caule they are the ſame with Scripture-Presbyters, 

My Third Propoſition comes next again under Conſfideratilj 
on: Tis this; *Tis only by the Scriptures we are to judg 
« what Offices are of Divine Appointment, what Powers de 
©« reſpectively belong to them, and when they are regular! 
* convey'd. You alledge primitive Practice as a Secondar 
Rule, and approve of what I ſay, with Reference thereto 
Now one would think, ſince we fo well agree about the Rul 
we are to judge by, we ſhould ſoon bring this Controverſy te 
an Iſſue. For as 1 never allow the Secondary Rule auy Pla 
where it differs from the Primary One, either contradicting 
it, or vouching for any thing not found in it; ſo 'tis but for 
you to produce ſome clear Scripture-Arguments for you 
Opinion, which then you may confirm, as you pleaſe, by 

our Secondary Rule, or elſe you may omit that Conf tc 
rmation, for the 2 Rule alone will ſatisſie me; bu 
without that nothing will. 
This I have earneſtly call'd for, but to no purpoſe, and 
therefore think my ſelf hardly uſed. 

I gave you ſo plain a Reaſon, why I was at a loſs to kno 
when I am to — your Secondary Rule, that I ſhall refer theſtur 
Reader to it, Letter 7. p,8. and leave him to judge, whether i Pre 
docs not appear that you are as much at a Loſs as my ſelf. mu 
And if you lay any more Streſs on primitive Practice than Ila 
do, I ſhall not eſteem a ſolid Reaſon for it, any ways in- 
conſiſtent with your keeping cloſe to the Controverſy, For in my 
Mint this is a Preliminary highly requiſite ro be adjuſted, 
and therefore I thought that Propoſition neceſſary. 1 could 
have alledg d ſeveral more (ſuch Inſtances as that I gave, but 
I find ow2 was more than enough for you; and to be 
plain with you, I have long obſerv'd, that the Talk 
of Primil ive Practice is ordinatily an empty Sound, 1 * der. 
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| fronffbeing few who leſs conform to it, than thoſe who talk moſt 
* (amWof it. e ba? 
fro I had ſaid (in anſwer to your Charge) that I never argue 
from the bare Sameneſs of Names, but from Perſons 
For ing rightly ordain'd to the Office of Presbyters, &c. You 
d. reply, That I may know that one principal Cauſe of falſe arguing 
thoſflis IndiſtinFion. I confeſs, I am much indebted to you, that 
e reſſyou will give me {o much Inſtruction about arguing. 
 Prelecure, I beſeech you, Sir, you ſhall not meet with any ſuch 
ate tthivg in me: II lay up your Inſtructions againſt I have need 
us, of them; at preſent they are of no Uſe, but to give Vent 
e befito your own 1 of ſolemnly Dictating. If I argue 
falſely for want of diſtinguiſhing, do you diſtinguiſh, and tell 
in what Senſe you grant, and in what you deny, This 18 
your Province, and you may eafily judge what Name I think 
ers (this frequent Haranguing, in a Diſpute, deſerves. But now I 
ulariYnor only ſaid, but prov'd too, that I did not argue from a 
Mmdarfflhare Sameneſs of Names; for I told you, I argu'd from your 
eretolbeing rightly ordain'd to the Office of Preſbyters, But you 
Rul@ſay, this is to argue from the bare Sameneſs of Names, unleſs I 
ly d duly and rightly diſtinguiſh between the different Acceptations, 
Flac herein the Office of Preſbyters has been taken. I anſwer, I 
ictingdo as duly and rightly diſtinguiſh as the Thing requires, I 
ut forladded, * That the Office of Preſbyters, to which any one can 
be rightly ordain'd, can be no other than the Scripture- 
Office of Preſbyters, becauſe no one can be rightly ordain'd 
to any Office but a Scripture one. And I hope this is not 
arguing from the bare Sameneſs of Names. You pretend to 
overthrow this by putting a Suppofition, that the Name 
Preſbyters were apply'd in after-Ages, to fignifie the Office of Dea- 
cons. I anſwer, this ſignifies nothing to me. My Argu- 
ment is, if they are rightly ordain'd, it muſt be to a Serip- 
er theFſture-Office, and fince there are but two Scripture-Offices, 
her 1Preſbyters and Deacons ; and 'tis not to that of Deacons, it 
ſelf. muſt be to that of Preſbyrers. Let the Reader look to the 


lerati 
judg 


han Iplace, Letter 7. p. 9. I aſſerted too, that Preſbyters had all 
s in long ſignify'd the Scripture-Office of Preſbyters. So that 


1 myFthis Inſtance is of no Uſe. | 

uſtech In your 13th Page, you take it for granted, that Preſby- 

couldBFters in Scripture, ſignifies two ſort of Officers ; 1 humbly be- 

„ butFleech you to prove it. | 

- - I go on to p. 14. where you ſay, Hence, Sir, you may per- 
a 


exe, that there is no need to try to bring my Notions, and the 


there FCcriptures together, ſince the former are ded latter. 
— p gether, i fe 4 founded on the atter 
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Good Sir, whence. may I perceive this? From the Texts 
you cite out of the Scripture ? I profeſs, I can't meet with 
one, from the Beginning to the End of your Piece, tho? [ 
have beg'd for ſome, as for an Alms. I can't tell whence 1 
am to perceive this, except it be bence, that you ſay the 
Scripture makes the ſame Diſtinctions you do, To ſpeak 
plain, I perceive nothing, but that the mote you are urg'd, 
the more ſhy you are of that Touch-ſtone, which ſhews to 
me, that you ſhrewdly ſuſpect your Coin is not Standard. 
You were pleas d ſo much to urge the Senſe, in which the 
Word Preſbyters was us'd in after-Ages, particularly at the 
Reformation, as ſignifying Perſons that had not the Power 
of Ordination, that I thought I might gratify you with ſome 
Obſervations relating thereto, And therefore, I told you, 
« That tne Holy Scriptures, as a Revelation from God, are 
the beſt Rule for our ſpeaking, as well as judging of Things; 
and fuch has been the Deference which Chriſtians have or- 
« dinarily paid to them, that where the Scriptures have fix'd 
« 2 religious Senſe on a Term, they have in uſing that 
Term in religious Matters, deſign'd to expreſs that Senſe. 
« Unſcriptural Terms admit of a greater Variation, as the 
Word Sacrament, c. But tho” ſcriptural Terms have 
been miſ- underſtood, yet I think the Deſign of thoſe that 
« us'd them, was to ule them in that Senſe, they thought 
the Scnptures did alſo, This, I think, ought to have 
been diſprov'd, and ſome clear Evidence brought, that they 
deſign'd by the Word Preſbyters, to expreſs a Senſe, which 
they knew to be unlcriptural, or elſe all the Noile of the 
pretended Ambiguity falls to the Ground; and it then mult 
follow, that the Word Preſbyters figmty'd the ſame thing, 
really and tiuly, in after-Ages, that ir did in the New Te- 
ſtament, and conſequently, that tis by the New Teſtame m, 
and not by the imperfect Notions of after- Ages, we are to 
judge of the State of the Office. Now to prove this, I al- 
Jedg'd the Teſtimony of ſuch as were formerly for the I- 
dentity of Biſhops and Preſbyters, and ſuch as were againlt 
it: Then J conſider'd the State of the Office at the Reformi- 
tion, according to the Papiſts Notions of it, and then the 
Opinion of the Reform'd Church of E#ngland 
Firſt, I alledg'd ſuch as were for the Identity of Biſhops 
and Preſbyters, uſing theſe Words: The Arguments us d 
© by Jerom and others, to prove that Preſbyters are the lame 
with Biſhops, ſhew that they underiivod by Preſbyters, no 
© other than thoſe of the Scripture. This I think is vel 
EE. cleal, 
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clear, for if he had thought there was ſuch an Ambiguity 
in the Word Presbyters, he would never have us'd thole ve- 
ry Arguments we do, to ſhew that Biſhops and Preſbyters are 
one and the fame. Nay, had he not known, that others de- 
ſign'd to uſe Biſhops and Preſbyters, in a Scripture-Senſe, 
ſuch Arguments had never been us'd by him, fer he would 
have ſeen that they carry'd no Evidence in them. To this, 
which is the true Senſe of my Argument, you return no 
Anſwer at all, But you ſay, If S.. ſerom underſtood by 
Preſbyters no other than thoſe of the Scripture, in my Senſe, 
that is, fuch as had the Power of ordaining, you would fain 
know how I'll reconcile thereto tws Expreſſions of his, I anſwer, 
(1 ſhould think according to your Heart's defire ) He un- 
derſtood by Preſbyters, thoſe of his own Time, as is plain by 
the Occaſion of the Epiſtle, wherein he vindicates the Su- 


eriority of Preſbyters, in his Time, to Deacons, and does 
it by this ; that Preſbyters were the fame with Biſhops, and 


fo alledges all the Texts we do. Good Man! He had not the 
Happinels to live in an Age, wherein he might be iniiructed 
in the Ambiguity of the Word Preſbyters, And as to thoſe 
Expreſſions themſelves, St. Ferom did not at all refer in 
them to any Divine Right, but only to the Practice of his 
own Time; and defire you to make nim ſpeak Senſe other- 
wile in that Epiſtle. I ſhall therefore here conclude with the 
Words of Biſhop Crofts's naked Truth, p. 45. * And now 
* I defire my Reader, if he underſtand Latin, to view the 
* Epiſtle of St. Hierom to Evaguus, and doubtleſs tie will 
* wonder to ſee Men have the Confidence, to quote any thing 
© our of it, for the Diſlinctiona between Epiſcopacy and 
* Preſbytery, for the whole Epiſtle is to ſhew riie Identity 
© of them. 

In the next Place, I alledg'd the Teſtimony of Friphanius, 
(who was againit the Identity of Biſhops and Preſbyters) 
only to ſhew that he underſtood the Preſbyters of his Time, 
to be ſo call 'din a Scripture-Senſe. Thele were my Words, 
In like manner, the Arguments us'd by Epiphanius, to refute 
* Aerius, ſhew, that he thought the Preſbyters of his Time, 
the lame with Scripture-Preſbyters Now who would 
doubt, who was meant by the HE in that Place? But you 
are pleas'd thus to gloſs on it. I ſuppoſe you mean Aetius, 
tho tis worded ſo as to trick any unwary Reader, No Men 
are more ready to ſuſpect others of Trick and Cunning, than 
thoſe that are molt giv'n to it themſelves, 
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. Scripture, without any manner of ambiguous or promiſcu- 


For | will not be fo rude, as to ſuppoſe you ate not well ac- 


gn you had of miſ-repreſenting me, in Order to your more 


- rius the Arrian, I deteſt as an Heretick ; but as an Aſſerter 


L 12 

You have all along found me un and downright, and i 

have never been able to faſlen any Charge on me to the con. 
tiary : Why ſhould you go on to ſuſpe& me? And eſpecial- 
2 E you pals over the like Accuſations againit your 
elf. , 

I thought I need not quote 4 ond Arguments, to ſhew 
the Opinion of Aerius. For if I had appeal d to Aerius, his 
Opinion is Known well enough from the bare Relation E- 
piphanius gives of it, before he comes to uſe Arguments to 
confute it. In ſhort, thole Arguments ſhew., Epipha- 
nius thought that Biſhop and Presbyter in the Stile of the 


ous Uſe, conſtantly ſignify d thoſe very Offices that were 
call'd by thole Names in his own Time, I ſuppoſe, I need 
not fer down his Arguments; I dare ſay, you would have 
denied what I afferted, if the Thing would have born it. Le- 


quainted with his Arguments. And therefore ] aſcribe this 
awkard Turn, you have given my Words, to the civil De- 


decent Inſulting and Triumphing over me in the next Words, 
which are theſe : Well. and what if be | Aerius ] did think] 
fo ? Was he not for tl1nking ſo cenſur'd and condemn'd by the 
whole Catholick Church, as one that entertain'd Doctrines re- 
pugnant to the Scripture * Would it not therefore have become ip 
My. P=— to have been aſham'd of uſing the Authority of ſuch 
an one? See what ſad Shifts a bad Cauſe will put a Man to. 
I think a Man need not have clearer Evidence, what ſad 
Shifts a bad Cauſe will put a Man to, than your Uſage of me fi 
in this Place. I muſt needs ſay, you do not want for Al- 
ſurance, and ſo cunningly do you ule it, that you ſeem to re- ſſpai 
ſerve it for a Cover to your greateil Weakneſſes. W hat Rea- 
der would think, when a Learned Doctor talks at this Rate, 
it ſhould- contain nothing at all, but his own moſt groſs Mi- 
ſtake, or moſt wilful Mil-repreſentation ? 
But however, fince Aerius was an Aſſerter of the Opini- Fi 
on | plead for, and you have, with ſo much Importunity, 
dragg'd him into our Company, I think it will be but decent Þ 
in me, to take a little Notice of him, That Aerius was an 
Hevetick, I grant, for he was an Arrian : But that all Epi- 
hanius pretends to refute in Aerius was Hereſie, I will not 
ay ; nor do I think you will, on mature Conſideration. ge- 


of the Truth concerning the Identity of Biſhops and Preſby- 
BA * ters, 


13 
ters, and an Enemy to the grofs Superſtition of his Time 
ſuch as that of the Living's praying for the Dead) I re- 
ſpect him, and mult needs ſay, that a Man muſt have a 
ſtrange Genius, who can think that Epiphanius talks an 
hing to the Purpoſe againſt him on thoſe Heads, And 
ould fain know when? Or in what Oecumenical Council ? 
Or by what other Acts of the Catholick Church, Aerius was 
enſur'd and condemn'd for his Opinion of the Identity of 
Biſhops and Prefbyters ? Is there any thing of this Nature in 
piphanius, or Auguſtine, who, I believe, of the Ancient 
riters, are the only Two that mention him? Does Epi- 
phanius's putting him in the Liſt of Hereticks prove this ? 
Or if it does, is there a Evidence that he was, on ti. is Ac- 
ount, condemn d, and cenſur'd, any more than on the Ac- 
ount of his being againſt Prayers for the Dead? Or if poor 
it, Lerĩius muſt be look'd on, as on this fingle Account, cen- 
ur'd and condemn'd, and n Notice to be taken of his other 


this Opinions, for the ſerving your Hypotheſis, pray what muſt be- 
De · Tome of Epiphanius's good Friend, St. Hierom ? Was it not 


hard, that when Aerius, and St. Ferom, were both for the 
[Identity of Biſhops and Preſbyters, Aerius on this Account 
muſt paſs for an Heretick ; and St. Jerom be reckon'd at the 
ſame time, a Saint, and a Father of the Church. But you 
o on, And the ſame ( viz. what {ad Shifts, a bad Cauſe will 
come ſput a Man to) appears ſtil] cleaver from what follows in your 
ſuch Letter. The Reader may, from the Warning I gave him be- 
; 20. fore, gueſs what is coming; here's an ugly ſcurvy Paſſage at 
ſad and, which the Doctor not knowing what to make of, 
ſprinkles here a Grain or two of Aſſurance, to make a flight 
-JAnlwer go off the better. And he does the ſame thing a- 


Q re- ſpain, after he had ſet down the Paſſage, The Caſe is this: 
Rea- Nou propole this as The Queſtion you are concern'd about, whes 


ther Preſbyters, at the Time of the Reformation, had the Power 
Mi- fbf Ordination and tell us; In ſhort, the main Streſs 
f the Controverſy we are concern'd in, lies upon the Uſe, or 
Sienification of the Name Preſbyters, at the time of the Refor- 
nation, And this we have been dunn'd with, over and over, 
in your Letters. I told you therefore, That the Papiſts 
themſelves underſtand by Pretbyters, thoſe of the ſame Or- 
der with Scripture-Preſbyters. For as they hold ſeven 
not F Orders, they make the higheſt of them, to comprehend 


Ae- both Biſhops and Preſbyters, as but of one Order, And 
rter e therefore, if we are to fetch our Notions from them, 'tis 


ſby- certain, that Preſbyters were of that Order, that had the Pow- 
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er of Ordination. I know that they plead for a Superiorit 
of Biſhops in the fame Order: But then the Quelliogown ' 
comes to this Iſſue, according to their Writings, whethe{ Trur! 
in znis one Order God has made ſuch a Diitinction, thajrudic! 
one ſort ſhall have the Power of Ordination, and the otheYtberr : 
noi. For if he has not, then we may infer, even from ho- 
their own Opinion, that by Original Right, Preſbyterders * 
have the Power of Oidination. So that by the Writings offi Px 
thoſe at the Reformation, Preſbyters was a Name that fig et 7 
© nify'd thoſe of the higheit Order of Officers in Chriſt'Kihere 
© Church. And therefore, if to the higheſt Order, withoufrieſ 
© Diſlindtion, the Power of follow did belong, by Di Yo 


@:'%  & @ a ® a. 2 


© vine Right, it muſt thence follow that their denying them{n+ 32 
© the Power, was only their Miſtake of the Nature of the Yo 
Office. You tell me, This is a New Sign of the extream Baden)“ 
neſs of my Cauſe, that I am thus forced to have Recourſe to th 
rankeſt ſort of Popery for its Defence, viz. the Opinions broach" 
and mainiain'd only by the more immediate Creatures of th 
Popes, in favour of the Tapacy, but oppos d and deny'd | 
the more Judicious and Learned, even among the Papiſts them 
elves. 
1 Can any thing be more ridiculous than this? For, (1) If it 
be any Argument of a bad Cauſe, to have Recourle to the Pa 
piſts, "ris plain your Cauſe mult be bad, who have Recourſe 
to the Papilits, and will needs put the Controverſy on th 
venle of the Woid Preſbyters, at the Reformation, that 1: 
really the Senſe in whicn the Pap iſis then uſed it. (2,) Whet 
you have thus ttated the Couroverly, no Man of the mot I 3 
ordinary Capacity can blame me, for going about to ſhe fe 4 
what was the Senſe of the Word among the Papiſls, at the 
Reformation, Whar is it, I befeech you, you expect © 
me? Would you have me go purely on the Scriptures? [ 
have offer'd it over and over, and do now again intreat you, 
to let me have fomewhat produc'd thence by you. Would 
you have me ſtate the Notion of Preſbyters by the ſuc 
ceeding Ages? I have brought Evidence o prove that they 
uſed the Word, with a Deſign of Expreſſing a [cripturs! 
Senſe, And you have not brought the leaſt Syllable of Evi- 
dence to the contrary; nor attempted to anlwer my Atgu— 
ments in the plain and obvious Senſe of them. If I could 
but tell what were like ro pleaſe you, it were ſomewhat. — 
Butz (3. ) you ſay that their Opinion that Biſhops and Pieſby: 
ters were of the lame Order, is the vankeſt fort of Pifery+ 
And no douht your Reaſon is, becauſe 'tis contrary to your 
own 


orig L 1 3 


lliofown Opinion. But I ſay *tis no fort of Popety, but a great 
the Truth. (4.) I delice of you to know who thoſe learned and 
judicious Perſons among the Papiſts are, that oppoſe and deny 
their being of the ſame Order? Pray, Sir, inform me next time 
how thote learned and judicious Perlons reckon the ſeven Or- 
ders? and whether they don't make the 7th Order to be that 
of Prieſthood ? Tertius omniumque ſacrorum Ordinum ſummus 
eſt ſacerdotium. Catech. ad Paroch, Part the 24, p. 281. and 
therefore it diſtinguiſhes afterward the Degrees of this Order, 
Prieſts, Biſhops, Arch- Biſhops, Patriarchs, the Pope. 

You may conſult Bellarmine de Clericis, lib. 1. c. 13, 14. p. 
Ms 325. 8 

Tos ſay, After all 1 grant, that the Tapiſts at the Reformation 
teny'd Preſoyters at the Reformation to have the Power of Ordi- 
nationg-which is agreeable to your Mertions. 

Well, is it not nard that you mult have the Liberty of ar- 
guing from the Papiſts, and 1 muil not ſo much as have the 
Liberty of anlwering you from them? What if I do grant 
mis, yet it I {ay as I de ſay, and prove it too, that they deny 
them this Power not conſiſlently with their own Doctrine of 
he ir being of the lame Order with Biſhops ; and fince the 


fi . e 
PzWcripture makes no {uch Diitnction as they do, can it yield 
ſour Caule any Alliitance ? In ſhort, I am well pleas'd the 


Reader ſhould lee the Inconſiſtencies of thote Gentlemen, for 
by that means I think he mult be convinc'd, it is a very ridi- 
dulous way you propole to determine this Controverſy, 
I appeal'd to Biſhop Burnet concerning the common Stile of 
he Age at the Reformation, who tells us it was to reckon Bi- 
bops and P eſbyters as the ſame Office, Now this is the very 
ming you make ſucli a Nolte about, and I think all will grant 
his Lordſhip to be a great Hiſlorian, and a competent Judge 
a theſe Matters. But if you have any thing to ſay, to in- 
alidate his Aſlertion, you may produce it, and the Matter 
hall not reſt on his Authority. Now if this was the common 
vile of the Age, wat becomes of your pretended Ambiguity 
f the word Presbyters ? It concerns not me whence this Opi- 
tion ſprung, or what Name you will give it; If it be the 
regs of PN: "tis all one as to the matter I produc'd it for, 
bo | 1 that 'tis or can be lo call'd with any Reaſon, for 
is a great Truth, againſt which you have indeed little to ſay. 
I next took notice of the Senſe of the Reform'd Church of 
England. I think, what I have cited and refer'd to, is a full 
Lyidence of the Senſe of the Generality of the Churches Wri- 
ers; and I ſhall not regard what you tell us you are ready to 
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make out till I ſee it. And I told you, as to the Preface to t not 
public Form of Ordination, That the State of Sublcriptionfſ @ / 
* was not always the ſame. And how far the ſubſcribing tofſ#hat 
that Preface might be urg'd at that time, I can't ſay ; but whi 
certainly the refering to their 1 ſubſcrib'd with theich der 
own Hands, ſhould be ſufficient Evidence. 
I had ſaid, © I thought it certain that the Old Church of 
* Fngland did by Presbyters underſtand ſuch as are call'd Pref 
© byters in the Scripture, and alledg'd this Evidence of it, 
© that in the old Form of Ordination, the Epiſile appointed 
© to be read when Preſbyters were ordain'd, was taken out of 
* the 20th of the Ads. This, I obſerv'd, was afterwaids 
© tranſlated to the Conſecration of Biſhops, where it no 
© ſtands. The plain Conlequence of which is this, that the 
© Church of later times has thought Biſhops were the Scrip 
© ture-Presbyters, but that of former times thought Preſby- 
© ters were. Now this you do not deny, but you anſwe 
thus; Well, and how do's this Conſequence affe# the Three-fold 
Order? The Preſbyters mention'd Acts the 20th, may be under- 
ood either of our Biſhops, or Preſbyters, (for there is nothing 
ſaid which will neceſſarily reſtrain them to either) and therefore 
the Church wu at liberty to apply that Portion of Scripture to ei- 
ther, as ſhe 3 Lauſwer, (I.) This Argument fully proves 
what I chiefly brought it for, viz. that the Church of Englan 
did by Preſbyters underſtand no other than Scnpture-Presby 
ters. (2.) You greatly miſtake, when you lay, here is nothing 
to reſtrain thoſe Preſbyters mention'd there, either to Biſhops 
or Presbyters. For they were the Preſhyters of one Church, be 
viz. Epheſw, and conſequently they can't fignify ſuch as our 
modern Biſhops are, becauſe there is but one ſuch in a Church. 
And hence it, will follow, that the Epiſcopal Scheme is com me 
trary to that place of Scripture, and that the Power of Go-\ff Chr 
vernment (with which goes that of Ordination) belongs to al me 
Plurality of Preſbyters, ſince the Apoſtle lodges the Govern- 
ment of the Church of Epheſw in them. You add, Beſides, 
Sir, I muſt put you in mind, that you ds not underſtand me argen 
if you think that by this Expreſſion at the Reformation, I ever 990 « 
Intended to mean or include the time after the Doctrine of Pe 
zery began to be ſtarted or receiv'd. *Tis evident front” My Vi, 
tings, that what I apjeal to for determining the Significat"0 
the word Preſhyters, is the conſtant Doctrine of the Church from 
the ft Ages after the New Teſtament down to that time, when 
the Keformation began. After the Notion of Preſbytery was once 
Farted, then Men became ſtrangely divided in their Sentiments, | 
| | 10 


[17 ] 


vet only from others, but” frequently Fon themſelves, conſider 
tion at ſeveral times; this being no other than the uſual Conſe e, 


that attends the firſt broaching of new x tg In anſwer to 
which I ſay, (t.) That there is more Reaſon for me to confi- 
ider the time : jou the Reformation, than for you to conſider 
that at the Reformation. The ground of your pretending to 
Fconſider the time at the Reformation, is what you give us, 
rel Letter to Mr. D. p. 21. The Controverſy, as it ſtands between us 
F it land you, was occaſion d at the time of the Reformation from Po- 
1ediiery, by ſome who were then call'd Presbyters, who took on them 
t offiio give Ordination to others. Now I think 'tis very certain 
11d that tho the Controverſy between you and the Reform” 
1owEChurches abroad was occaſion'd then, yet the Controverſy 


the 
For Presbyters in England did not begin to ordain, that I 


know of, till a conſiderable time after the Reformation, and 
werftherefore tis very juſt, that I ſhould conſider the Time after 
foldſthe Reformation. 9 If we are not to conſider the time af- 
der-Jer the Reformation, a Parity of Reaſon, we are not to 


onſider the time after the New Teſtament, If the Change of 
en's Opinions is a Reaſon againſt one, it may as well be fo 
;-&gainit the other. And therefore we muſt then come to the 
>criptures according to my earneſt Defire, (3.) If weare not 
o come down to the time after the Reformation, becauſe 
en the Notion of Presbytery was firſt ſtarted and receiv'd, 
en we muſt not come down fo far as the time of the Refor- 
opsImation, becauſe *tis certain, that the Opinion of Preſbytery 
ch, began to be ſtarted and received long before, and therefore I 
ourvill here give you the Judgment of Biſhop Sillingfleet, Iren. 
ch.. 276. * I believe on the ſtricteſt Enquiry, Me ney Pg: 
on ment will prove true, that Jerom, Auſtin, Ambroſe, Sedulius, 
Go- Chryſoſtom, Theodoret, Theophyla#, were all of Aerius's Judg- 
to a ment, as to the Nentiiy of both Name and Order of Biſhops 
ern- and Preſbyters in the Primitive Church. 

des, You are pleas d, p. 18. to uſe theſe words; Sir, you have 
gh, Ween often told, that the word Preſbyters is apply'd in Scripture to 
ever» diſtin ſort of Officers, which therefore may be diſtinguiſhed 

to 


0% -N Preſbyters of the ſuperior Order, and Preſbyters of the infe- 
{1 i-Wiour Ord: » The former are (in ſhort) our Biſhops, the latter 
* Preſbyters. : | 


I confeſs I have been told this often, as you ſay, but fince 
ſou ſee, that telling do's ſo very little good upon me, I would 
all means adviſe you now to take another Courſe with me, 
ud inſtead of that mild and gentle Ways come now to 9 

5 | | tine 


between us and you was not occaſion'd till ſome time after. 
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© ® right Argument to prove it. For I am of a mighty ſuſpicious Fu 
Temper, and am much afraid you have told me wrong, Forſ,.. 
ſhame leave off this haughty way of Dictating, and diſpute Per 
like a Man that do's not exped his Adverſary ſhould take his Ki 
bare Word. And if that wall engage you to it, I do now de j 
fy and challenge you to prove, that the word Preſbyters is ap 
ply'd as you ſay in the Scriptures. Prove that and III give you 
the Cauſe : and I think that's a fair Offer, and may fave you 
and me a great deal of Labour. 

There & but one Paſlage in your 19th Page, that I am con 
cern'd to take notice of; and that is, that 'tis e Teer, to 
ſuppoſe that ſuch as lived in the times of the New Teſtament, 0 
preſently after, ſhould not have the greateſt Opportunities of fra 
ming right Ideas of the Miniſterial Orders. 1 anſwer, That *ti$.. 
very true they had the greateſt Opportunities, and therefore 
we have two ancient Witneſſes of the twofold Order, Clemendh 
Romanus and Polycarp. Nor indeed is there any thing in the 
moſt ancient Writers, which, all things conſider'd, . do's de 
ſtroy our Opinion. But yet I will add this, that it often hapÞ 
pens, that lome who have the greateſt Opportunities, do not 
make the greateſt Uſe of them, and therefore ſince they and Gn 
we have one and the ſame Rule to go by, the ſafeſt way is ford 
us to conſider things according to that Rule ; and ſince yo Bu 
grant what I ſay about our primary and your ſecondary Nulel > 

unleſs you can Jay a Foundation for your Notions in the pri 
mary Rule, the ſecondary one can yield you no Aſſiſtance. 

E 20. You take notice of my Suppoſition, which J uſec 
by way of Explication, in theſe Words: To make this plain 
let us ſuppoſe that in one Age Men uſed the word Preſbyter: 
to ſignify their Idea of Men ordain'd in ſuch a particula Orc 
manner, and who had the Power of Ordination; and in the] Dl 
© next Age Men us d it to ſignify their Idea of thoſe who hac 
exactly the ſame Ordination, and yet had not the Power o Big 
Ordination; I ſay, notwithſtanding their confuſed Idea i 
* the Office, and notwithſtanding the Uſe to which they de 
* fign'd to apply the word Preſbyters, if they of the forme 
Age had, then they of the latter Age had allo the Power off 
Ordination. To this you reply, That what I here offer &' 
indeed make plain, but what? Not the Strength but the Weakneſſ.,. 

Argument. For you utterly deny that T'veſbyters of: 


of m 

widdle Order of the three, ever had exa#ly the ſame Ordigatio 16 
with Presbyters of the ſuperior Order, or Biſbops. I anſwer, tha: 

is not to the point, whether they had or no. I may make th p 

Suppoſition: And to clear the Matter yet farther, and * 11% 
. we 
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OY fwer what you next alledge, that 2 rerugnant in the very Md | 


Foiſ ture of the thing, Ance there can't be the fame Ordination, where 
Ute Perſons are ordain'd to different Miniſterial Powers. I'Il ſhew 
his you how eaſily ſuch a Suppoſition may be made. Let it then 
debe & Leaks thar Perſons are expreſly by their Ordainers in 
two ſeveral Ages ordained to the Scripture-Office of Preſby- 
YOulters, and in the former Age the Power of Ordination was 
Vouſſuppos'd to belong to the Scripture-Office of Presbyters, and 

in the latter *twas ſuppos'd not to belong to it; or ſuppoſe 
Sonſthe ſame Form of Ordination be uſed in both theſe Ages, 
© wherein their Notions do thus differ; I lay, notwithſtanding 


"heir differing Notions, if thoſe of the former have, then 


fra hoſe of the latter have alſo the Power of Ordination. And 
© UFtis a mere flam in you to ſay, there can't be the ſame Ordinati- 


fore m, where Perſons are ordain'd to different Miniſterial Towers, 
* ſay they are ordain'd to the ſame Miniſterial Powers in this 
| 90 aſe, tho they are ordain'd to an Office, the Powers of which 


h different times were differently conceiv'd of. Next I ap- 
*PF1y'd this Matter to our own Caſe thus : © Chriſt left but one 

> OF fort of ſtanding Rulers in his Church, and they were not 
LE. ſingle, but in a Plurality, and theſe were ſignify'd by the 
> ""F word Presbyters, (it ſhould have been added, or Biſhops.) 
Pr Bur in afrer-times the chief of theſe Presbyters in a Church 
Kula came to be looked on as in a diſlinct and higher Office than 
* P''F the reſt, and ap Yropriated to himſelf the name of Biſhop, 
and left that o 2 to his Brethren, who were really 

of the ſame Office with himſelf :,and ſince that, Men in uſing 
the Terms Biſhops and Presbyters have refer'd to that Diffe- 
rence : If then the Presbyters had originally the Power of 
Ordiuation and Government lodg'd in them, the Incroach- 
ment of one call'd in after-times the Biſhop, and the con- 
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Biſhops and Presbyters as diſtinct Officers, will not make 
them diſtin, or alter the Power belonging to Presbyters by 
el Original Right. You wave here the firſt part of my Para- 
wu ph, and therefore you will, I hope, give me leave to take 
dg for a Truth at preſent, till you come to my 12th Propoſiti- 
« You then add, that what I pretend to be the Riſe of the 
iſtintion between Biſhops and Presbyters, is ſuch a mere Fiction, 
at you profeſs you could not have thought, that a Man of Senſe 
mld have taken up with ſuch pitiful Trumpery, You tell me, 
is plain, my Thoughts are here fetter'd, and could I but be fo 
"py as to knock off theſe Feiters of Bigottry, and to think 
ely in this Caſe, you are ſure I ſhould quickly abandon my 
C2 Cauſe, 
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” IP which puts me on ſuch hard Service, as to ma | dy 
and Reaſn hop to ſuch groundleſs and a e. et 
I profeſs to you, I can't conceive what I am bigotted to, II! 
am ſure tis to no Party. Tis pure Evidence of Truth on the! 
moſt impartial Search I could make, that has ſettled me in Ito 
this Opinion, and when you can give me better Evidence a- du 
gainſt zt, than I have for it, I ſhall eaſily quit it. That there ſand 
was an Equality in Office among Presbyters in the firſt Con- apf 
ſtitution of the Church, and that yet for Order's ſake there thc 
was a Priority or Precedency of one of thoſe Presbyters, ha! 
1 I call therefore the Chief of theſe Dresbyters) is what ſſon 
do believe on Evidence from Scripture and Antiquity. tak 
But the Notion of two ſort of Iresbyters is ſuch a mere Fict i. wa 
on, and pitiful Trumpery, as your own Party, who are equallyſſtat 
concern'd to maintain Epiſcopacy, can't agree to aſſert ; andJtha 
therefore no wonder that I, who ſcorn the Fetters of any Or, 
Party, do reject it. Off 
You propoſe to me here a parcel of Queries, when andl Ne 
where this Epiſcopal hag pn began? by what Steps it ad- Icon 
vanc'd, c. I anſwer, If I could give no 22 Accountſthe 
of any of theſe things, it would fignify little to the eſtabliſn I reſt 
ing your Cauſe: becauſe if we find the thing in After- times, (w 
and do not meet with it in the Original Conititution, we map con 
be aſſur'd, that it had its beginning afterwards, You are toſ beſi 
w, that he who was call'd a Biſhop in After-times, had aJden 
ight to ſuch a Superiority (as you contend for) by the ScripJbuil 
tures, and then I ſhall eaſily grant your that there was no be. Biſt 
gloniog of any Uſurpation ; and indeed that there was no U 
urpation at all, And ſuppofing this is an Uſurpation (whic 
= deny without alledging any thing to prove the prerended 
ight) I do not ſo, but that I have alledg'd a very good Ac 
count of the Riſe of it. Only by the way, I muſt put you i! 
mind of one of your unlucky Remarks, that this is juſt like the 
Popiſh way of Diſputing. Thus ſays the Jeſuit, whoſe Chal 
lenge Biſhop Uſher anſwers : * Your Doctors and Maſters grant 
that the Church of Rome for 400 or 500 Years after Chrill 
did hold the true Religion. Firſt then I would fain kno 
* © what Biſhop of Rome did firſt alter that Religion? In whatÞbtin 
' © Pope's Days was the true Religion overthrown in Rome? Chu 
believe it would be hard for you to tell, when the Papal Ugyconc 
ſurpations began preciſely, And therefore I may well uſe thq Hi 
Biſhop's Words in anſwer to you, p. 2. The Original of Erline 
© rors is often- times ſo obſcure, and their Breed fo baſe, thai to pi 

* howſoever it might be obſery'd by luch as liv'd in the ma 21 
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connected) remain'd in the whole | 
beſides this, there are two things which I want clear Evi- 
Idence of in the two firſt Centuries, which I think you, who 


Hilary 


LJ 
Age, yet no wiſe Man will marvel, if in 
* the beginni ags of many of them ſhould be forgotten, and no 
© Regiſter of the Time of their Birth found extant. X 

I think the Account I have giv'n is ſuch, as is ſufficient, 
to [atisfie any reaſonable Enquirer, till you are pleas'd to pro- 
duce your Evidence againſt it out of the New Teſtament, 
and do prove, inſtead of telling us, that the Word e: is 
apply 4 in Scripture to two . 5 ſort of Officers. However, 
tho” I think your Demand of me is unrealanable, till you 
have done that, yet I will give ſome brief Hincs of the Rea- 
ſon of my Opinion. I will now (till your Proof appears 
take it for granted, that the Government of every Churc 


was lodg'din a Body of Preſbyters, in the times of the New Te- 


ſtament ; and that theſe Preſbyters were but of one fort, and 
that among them, there was ſome kind of Precedence for 
Order {ake, allow'd to One, tho only equal to the reft in 
Office. And as I think this agreeable to the times of the 
New Teſtament ; ſo I know of nothing in the next Age that 
contradicts it. The Appropriation of the Name Biſhop, to 
the Chief Preſbyters, and of the Name Preſbyters, to the 
reſt, ſignifies nothing, ſo long as the Power of Government 
( with which our Adverſaries ſuppoſe that of Ordinati 

dy of Preſbyters. An 


build fo much on Antiquity, ought to produce. (1.) That a 
Biſhop only was ſuppos'd to have the Power of Ordination, 
and Preſhyters were not. (2.) That any Preſbyter who was 
choſen to be a Biſhop, had during that time any New Or- 
dination, or Impoſition of Hands. I know, tis common fox 
Men to ſpeak of things in the Language, and according ta 


inthe Cuſtoms of their own time, and to tis very poſſible that 
uch Writers as liv'd after this Uſage of ordaining 0 
tnole 


Preſbyters again was begun, may be found to ſpeak 
former times agreeably to their own : But I do not remem- 


er any Evidence brought of this from any Writers, who 


liv'd before the 3d Century. In this Opinion I am far from 
being alone. St. Jerom aſſerts the ſame concerning the 


church of Alexandria, and the ſame is aſſerted in general, 


concerning the moſt Primitive Times of the Church, by 
the Deacon. And if a Biſhop had not then a di- 


lin& Ordination from a Preſbyter, I believe twill be hard 
io prove him of a different Order. k 
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No one will wonder to meet with a diflint Ordination of al 1 


Biſhop in the 3d Century, who conſiders that then Perſons were] doe 
ordaiu'd to thoſe Offices, which moſt certainly were not of Di- I for 
vine Inſtitution, ſuch as that of Render, &c. And I can't ſee, ſpis 
but that my Notion is ſuch, as will give a fair Account ofſtha 
che Riſe of Epiſcopacy ; and is at the ſame time moſt con.|'Y 1 
fiſtent with the Holy Scriptures, as yours is not. But now["£ 
to ſhew you farther, the Unreaſonableneſs of your Demands, |, 1 
let us ſuppoſe you uſed juſt after the ſame manner; and that]. ul 
whereas you allow but three Orders, and the Inferior, that off, *" 
Deacons, you hold to be a ſingle Office: Let it be fuppos'd] 80 
that ſome Perſon ſhould argue (as you do about Preſbyters )Þ*® t 
that the Name Deacons, in Scripture, ſignifies more inferi- Ve 
our Offices than one, that it ſignifies Deacons properly ſo call'd, the 
and Readers; and that therefore Readers is a fourth Order, End 
and ſhould, on your denying this, ask you when this Office this 
began? I queition whether you would be able to tell the exact 
Time? Or whether you could produce more ancient Evidence [Ju4t 
of the diſtin Ordination of a Biſhop, than I can of af'© 
Reader. | or | 
I had uſed 'theſe Words concerning your fourth Thefis, ect: 
Numb, II. p. 25. I grant the Signification of the Wordf® * 
© Preſbyters in a latter Age (that is the Idea the Men of the ©* 
© latter Age deſign'd to expreſs by that Word) can't be im- Nur 
* mediately and truly judg'd of, by the Writings of a for- 
© mer Age (ot by the Idea they deſign'd to expreſs by the e 
Word) © You ſay zhis is a plain Conceſſion of all the four 4g? 
Laſt of youy feven Theſes, that relate to this Pint, via e Am- gnif 
biguny of the Word Preſbyters. Well then, let us fee how he ] 
tis a flain Conceſſion of your laſt Theſis, which alone can be] 
Material; it titands thus: What Miniſterial Office has been, or © 
is fignify'd by the Office of Preſbyters, in the Ages after the New nd 
Teſt ament, particularly at the Reformation, can immediately 
and truly be judg'd (not by the New Teſtament, or Scripture, as 
' appears by Thefis 5th ; but according to Theſis 6th ) only by the 

ritings of the ſaid Ages after the New Teſtament, particularly at 
the Ades, Q. E. P. But how are my Words a plain | 
Canceſiion of this Propoſition ? I'll tell you what they are a 
Conceſſion of, viz, that What Idea of the Miniſterial Office has Pen; 
been, or is ſignify'd by the Office of Preſbyters, in the Ages, Pu n 
Se. This, and no mare, my Propoſition grants; and what 
is this to your Purpoſe, ſince their Idea did not agree with! 
the Office they deſign'd to ſpeak of, but they had only a con- 
fus'd Notion of the Seripture-Office, they defign'd to expreſs IPI 
dy the Word Preſbyters? [ 


by [23 J 


of al I fully agree with you, in what you ſay, p- 23. That Wit 
erel does never appear more deſpicable, than when tis made uſe of 
Dil for Argument. And 'twas for that very Reaſon, that I de- 
ee [{pis'd the Wit I thought you deſign'd to ſhew, in forming 
 of|that Argument fer me, which is none of mine, but is a ſor- 


on. [ry Banter of your own, put inſtead of a ſolid Anſwer to my 


owl Argument ; and ſo ] leave you to the Mercy of Ariſtotle. 
ids. | Lad ſaid, Letter 7. p. 13. © I deny that Preſbyters, when 
harl* uſed to ſignifie Officers in the Chriſtian Church, is taken 
ach in a larger and a ſtricter Senſe, and you'll do your Cauſe 
good Service, if you can evince the contrary. In anſwer 
to this you ay, Sir, if you allow of rational Grounds (and 
urely they ought to be allow d of) I doubt not, but I canevince 
14 the contrary. I aſſure you, Sir, I defire no better Grounds, 
and have waited patiently for them : But what you mean by 
ce this civil Preface to your Argument (which is, rceive at 
act k great Diſtance) I can't tell, unleſs it be to foreſtal my 
e Judgment in favour of it, that I ſhould believe it good, be- 
t affore I kmow what it is, Or it may be you thought I would 
ot gratifie you in your next Deſire, unleſs you raiſed my Ex- 
zeRation of a like Kindneſs from your ſelf, But I am free 
org h anſwer you, only as one good Turn deſerves another, 
the expect the ſame from you in your next, and deſire to ſee 
Four Rational Grounds. 
You ſay then, thus: In the mean while, I deſire you, in 
the eur next, to acquaint me by what Rule you guide your ſelf, in 
dging when the Word Pieſbyters is, and when tis not taken to 
Am- Officers in the Chriſtian Church. I anſwer, my Rule is 
row [© plain Scope of the Place where the Word is uſed. So 
« be ometimes tis uſed to ſigniſie Old Men, as 1 Tim. 5. 1. Some- 
imes tis uſed to ſignifie Offers of the Fews, as dts 4. 5. 
nd ſometimes tis uſed to ſignifie Officers in the Chriſtian 
burch, as Tit, 1.5. And I believe no Man will queſtion 
hether ir be not eaſie to know, when *tis uſed in one Senſe, 
d when in another; and the Truth is, I uſed that Caution 
h my Expreſſion, to prevent needleſs Cavilling. For if L 
d ſaid abſolutely Preſbyters ſignify d ſo, or ſo, you might, 


rp erhaps, have alledg'd thoſe Places where it ſigniſies Old 
has len; or if I had (aid Preſbyters when it ſignifies Ofgcers, 
ges ou might have objected the Fewiſh Preſbyters. 

what As to your other Queſtion about Deacons, I have anſwer'd 
with already, Letter 1. p. 47, 48, Fe. I had uſed theſe 


Fords, I deny that the Word Prefſbjters ever ſignify'd 
[ ' 5 bg- 
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thereto, I ſaid, © I deny this Propoſition, that the Diſſen 


2 
* ſignify' thoſe that had it, and were, by Miſtake, only 
© look'd on not to have it. You ſay, For the Huth of which, lerſ 
T fo peremptorily, yet barely deny, you appeal in your very The- lou 


F. to the Concurrent Teſtimony of Eccleſiaſtical Writers 5 andÞ"5 


Jureiy ſuch a Teftimony, when appeaPd to, ought to have ſomteP'* 
Notice taken of it. | sen 
All Mankind will fee what is your Province on my Denial, F 
vi. to produce ſome of thoſe concurrent Teſtimoniet I denyF*y 
there are any ſuch. And I can't imagine what you would al] 
Have me do. Would you have me deſcend to ſuch ParticularsÞ2c* 
as you do not mention? Beſides, I did not barely deny whatfent 
you ſay ; but I gave Evidence, that Eccleſiaſtical Writers didÞ9 ' 
deſign Scripture-Preſbyters by that Word, So that now ifft 
you have any thing to alledge on this Head, produce it; I 
and ſhew, if you can, that ever they defſignedly uſed the I « 
Term Preſbyters (meaning Officers in the Chriſtian ChurchÞe 
in an unſcriptural Senſe. _P 
You had laid down this Propofition, That the Diſſenterew 
from the Church of England, who are concern'd in this Contro ppl 
verſy, allow the ſurerior and inferior Offices, but deny the mid le- 
dle Office to ' be in any Senſe dioinely appointed. In anſwerfnot! 


© ters concerned in this Conttovefly do deny thoſe you call Fa; 
of the middle Office, to be in any Senſe divinely appointed") 4 
Theſe Words of mine you leave out, tho you fay you have? “e 
2 my Anſwer Verbatim, This ſhews clearly in what Sen o. 

„as well as other Diſſenters, do deny your Propoſition. W4 e 
deny indeed, that ever God has inſütuted any Office, id I d 
which belongs the Power of Preaching and Adminiſtring Sa 77 
craments, without that of Government and Ordination Patu 
and this is that you make ſo much Splutter about. But the thi: 
we deny there has ever been any ſuch Office as this in rh ME 
Church; for we ſay that thoſe youcall of the Middle-Office "ith 
were ordain'd to the Scripture-Office of Presbyters, and con pc 
ſequently had both thoſe Powers by Divine Right belong in be A 
to their Office, inaſmuch as Scriprure-Presbyters had them? 873 
Now as we aflert theſe Presbyters to be Scriprure-PresbytersF"Y N 
fo you affert they were Scripture-Presbycers in one Senſe off "tal 


the Word, and therefore that theſe are Officers of Divin thay 


Appointment we both agree, L 
The Queſlion then between us is plainly this, Whetheſf! * 
there are any Presbyters in the New Teſtament that are in 


| 2 to any other inſlituted ſtanding Office in the Church ura 


You ſay there are, and that in every Church chere is one ae ule ; 
wy 4 


zieh, ferſon who is in Office ſuperior to the Presbyters, and wha 
The. Lone has the Power of Ordination and Government. Now 
is is what we deny, and ſay tis contrary to the Scheme of 
he New Teſtament, which lodges the Power of Govern- 
zent (with which that of Ordination is confeſſedly con- 
ted) not in the Hands of a ſingle Perſon, but of a Pluras 
„Ry; and is I obſerv'd to you from Biſhop Beveridge, this is 
ally the true State of the Controverſy 3 and therefore, 
nce we deny that it does belong to a ſingle Perſon, tis evi- 


— ent we deny properly what you call the Superior Office, 
- aighnd therefore if you can't eltablith that, it follows in courſe 
„ ihat Presbyters muſt have the Powers I contend for, And 
e it: Rus fully clears all that Marter. 


I can leave it to the Reader to judge, whether you are yet 
me cloſe to the Controverſy, when you do not fo much as at- 
mpt to prove, that there were two fort of Presbyters in the 
ew Teſtament. This I think is the main thing you ſhould 
pply your ſelf to; for ſince you grant your pretended Mid- 
le-Order are Scripture-Presbyrers, till you prove there are 
nother ſort of Scripture-Presbyters, what does a Multitude 
flen$f Words fignifie ? „ 
page 29. You are angry I ſhould reflect on your not having 
n Imprimatur to your Numb. II. and wonder that I ſhould have 
have? better Light into the Rules of the Univerſity in == Caſes. 
Now for my very Heart, I can't learn what one Rule of the 
Waniverſity, in theſe Caſes, I have miſtaken. | 
iq 1 did not ſuppoſe, that you immediately ſought an Impri- 
atur, before or then; nor have I expreſs'd any thing of that 
ature, uſing only theſe words: It can't be thought that 
this is owing to a want of ſeeking it now as well as for- 


ith my Words, as does your own, and was as much to my 
urpoſe. I can't therefore imagine, where my Miſtake of 
Ve Rules of the Univerſity lay, unleſs it be one of their Rules, 
nem grant Imprimaturs without Diſlinction; and that therefore 
rers8"y Man may have an Imprimatur for asking; and fo I was 
ſe off iſtaken, in thinking there was any likelihood of their de- 
ying you. In this Caſe, I confeſs, their Imprimatur would 
ot be very Honourable, nor would it much grace yours, or 
ny Man's Writings. Now, tho I fee no room left for any 
ther Miſtake of their Rules, yet I can't entertain ſd diſho- 
durable a Thought of them, as that they hays: any ſuch 
ue as this. 8 


merly. So that the, Bookſellers ſeeking it, agrees as well 
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| [26]. 
But now, after all, my Miſtake: ( I don't mean in the Null 
of the Univerſity, but) in ſuppoſing them to refuſe: an Infyin, 
primatur, proceeded from the Reſpect I always bear to 
rned a Body. I eſleem'd the Vice-Chancellor's Act, 
done in ſome Senſe in the Name of the Univerſity, and 
an Approbation of the Performance to which his. Name at 
Licence was perfix d. And I eſteem'd it then, I (confeſs, 
conſiderable Evidence of their Candor; that by their nc 
. granting. a Licence, they ſhew'd their Diſlike of ſuch kind 
Writings, as were deſpis'd by many, who were embark'd As t 
the ſame Cauſe, And whatever you may think, what 
ſaid was far from an empty Bravado, but the Account iii 
encreales on my Hands. Nor do I believe, that any who a 
Friends to my Cauſe apprehend any Prejudice to it from you 
way of writing. No, Sir, the Prejudice is apprehended 
— own Friends to be to your own Cauſe; of which 
have an Evidence lately come to my Hands, the very Day vas 
which I had finiſh'd this Anſwer, a Letter written by a Big@er'\ 
of your Party, tho with a baſe Forgery, counterfeiting tl nc 
Hand of an Acquaintance and Friend: The Deſign of whichy r 
is to diſcourage me from writing, and to teriifie me witÞore 
the Conſultation of two of the famous Railers of the Agent 
to expole me, Which is to me Evidence enough ( if I harad 
no other ) that you have ſome Friends that approve not yougMat 
Method. And J have inferted this to let the Author 4Qþf i 
that Letter know, that 1 value not whether his Story of th 
Conſultation is as great a Forgery as his Letter, or (if i 
Story be true) to let the Gentlemen of the Conſultati 
know, that as] fear not their Arguments, ſo I can eafily de 
ſpiſe all the Abuſiveneſs and Railery they are Maſters © 
And beſides this, I conſider'd the Tendency of your Wrou 
tings, which is this, to ſhew that the Preſbyters, who tooffalic 
on thein to ordain at the Reformation, had no Power to Mio: 
it; and that any Ordination perform d by Preſbyters, whe of 
ever it be perform'd, is invalid; and that conſequently a wi 
the Acts of ſuch are invalid; and this I thought highly i th 
jurious to alt Proteſtant Churches abroad (who have ur 
+ other Ordination but by Presbyters) as it does nullifie the 
Miniſtry, and the Sacraments adminiſtred among then 
Now. I thought the Licenſing, and the approving ſuch W. 
tings did not the moit exactly ſquare with the late Declaratil 
on of that Univerſity, and their Defign of cultivating a goo 
Correlpondence with tie foreign Retorm'd Churches, any 
particularly (I may now add) the Church of Gencva; 1 


«.: + BA 

row are pleas'd in your Numb. III. to ſay, A e 
RulWtrſons Pretenſions with the Scripture-Rule, it appears that C 

n Irin, &c. tho call'd by the like Name of Preſbyters, as Peter 
to nd John, Kc. are — call'd in the New Teſtament, yet © 
ct, bey were far from having the ſame Miniſterial Power of Ordina- 
nd Sion as they had, p. 9. And if by ſuch Thoughts that lear- 
e aihed Body, for whom I have a juſt Eſteem, will judge them- | 
eſs, elves wrong'd, I am heartily forty for it, and ſhall only fay | 
r no them, as the Apoſtle does to the Corinthians, (and in 
nd much the ſame Senle ) 2 Cor. 12+ 13. Forgive me this Wrong. 
ds to the Matter of my Poſtſcript to my 7th Letter, if you 
hat had acted like a Gentleman, you would have taken no No- 
t nice of it: You may remember I us'd you fo in the Matter 
10 apf Commyn > Bur: however I value not your Inſinuations, I 


| yolfyas fo far from deſigning what I ſaid as an Aſperſion, that I 
2d ladg'd it a Matter of Praiſe. And whatever your Suggeſti» 


ich ns may be, I do very ſeriouſly profeſs, that as the Miſtake 
ay vas not wilful at firſt, ſo had I known it before my 6th Let- 
BigMer'was- publiſh'd, I ſhould have publiſh'd it therewith; and 
g t no ſooner heard of it, but I reſolv'd to publiſh it the ve- 
vhichy next Opportunity, as I then declar'd to my Friend, be- 
witEore I knew any thing of that little Hint of Treland, you un- 
» Agﬀenteelly mention. And I declare, I ſhall be as ready to re- 
L haſkra&k any Miſtake I may happen to be guilty of, either in 
t yo 17 of Fact or Argument, when you can convince me 
or qt it. 

F tif} And thus I have done with the firſt Part of your Letter. 
| now come to the Second, where, in the firſt Place you 
eview{ome of your Propoſitions, which you had laid down 
ram. Part 2d. In your fifth Propoſition, you lay down what 
the Doctrine of the Threefold Order; and in your ſixth, 
you infer that Preſbyters, at the Reformation, had not any 
alid Authority to ordain, according to the [aid Doctrine. 
lo this I anſwer'd you, That I flatly deny'd the Doctrine 
of the Threefold Order to be true ; and added; I can't ſee, 


tly a why you ſhould not have apply'd your ſelf immediately to 

ly i the Proof of it. To this (Numb. III. p. 32.) you anſwer, That 

ve Rur Buſineſs is to prove the Invalidity of Preſbyterian Ordinati- 
the; and whereas there is a Twofold ſort 7 Proof, direct and 

thenrdiret, *tis allow'd by Logicians, that a direct Proof is always 
Wilfeferable, and moſt weighty. On which Account you did, in 

laratMWour T __ (not inſiſt on the Proof of the Threefold Order, as 

z gooffting only an indirect or round-about Way, to prove the Invali- 


an 
U 
, fin 


lity of Preſbyterian-Ordination, 81 ou choſe rather to) inſiſt on 
2 : what 
- | 
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the Twofold-Order, your Proof is Indire# with a Witneſs 


of the Reformation, were Officers of Divine 1 
j 
| * Appointment, or Commiſſion, we are to judge of the E 
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what would amount to a direct and full Proof of the ſaid Inva- || er, 
lidity | of Preſbyter ian · Ordination; namely. this, that tho our en i 
own Doctrine of the Twofold-Order ſhould be trus ; yet our. Pe 4 
Preſbyterian-Ordination would. ftill remain altogether invalid. e 
For my Part, I have learnt that I am never. to expect leſs 
Logick from you, than when you talk moſt of it. t the 
Reader be Judge, whether your proving the Doctrine of the & 
Threefold-Order to be true, would not have been the - molt 
direct Proof of the Invalidity.of Preſbyterian-Ordination, 
from your very fifth Theſis, which is this: The Doctrine of 
the Threefold' Miniſterial Order is this, namely, that from the Wi 
Apoſties Times there have been theſe (diſtin) Orders of Mini- 
fters in Chrifts Church; Biſhops eſpecially, or properly ſo call d, 
to whom alone belongs the Power: of Ordination; Preſbyters, or 
Prieſts eſpecially, ſo call'd, to whom belongs the : Power (not of 
Ordaining, but only) Fi preaching and adminiſtring the Sacra- ©! 
ments, and Deacons . eſpecially, h call d. Now if this Do- 

ctrine be provꝰd true by you, you give the moſt dire# Proof 
that can be giv'n of the Invalidity of Preſbyterian-Ord inati- Y) 
on. What can be a more direct Proof of it, than to prove 
that Preſbyters have not the Power of Ordaining, but Bi- 
ſhops alone have it ? To prove this, would be- to prove the 
Invalidity of Preſbyterian- Ordination, by the neceſſary Caule 
of that Invalidity, and ſo this would be what Logicians call 
Demonſtratio ur, which is always allow'd to be the beſt 
Proof that can be brought. In the next Place let us ſee 
whit kind of Proof you do bring, You would argue then, 
that Presbyterian-Ordination is invalid, ſuppoſing our Do- 
ctrine of the Two-fold-Order to be true, and this that you 
call a Direct, is what Logicians call an Indire& Proof, For, 
Syliagiſmus Indirectus eſt vel deducens ad Incommadum, vel con- 
cludens ex Conceſſione. And this latter is the very Proof yo 
make uſe of. I do not, while I ſay this, pretend, that if yo 
can prove from our Doctrine of the Twofold-Order, the In 
validity of Preſbyterian-Ordination, it will not be ſufficient 
bur only that this is call'd an Indire# Proof, And I mu! 
needs ſay, according as you have repreſented our Doctrine o 


And hence it appears, that. my Second Remark is of con 
fiderable Weight. | ; 
I had ſaid, ? Since you own that Preſbyters, at the Tim 


ment; I lay it down for certain, that tis from the Divin 


* 


of 


er, that belongs to them. You anſwer, This is true, if : 14. N I 


en in a right Senſe (I anſwer, I take jt in no other) and if 

be Ambiguity of the Word Preſbyter does not = me to jum- 
together, and confound twa Offices diſti 

bo the ſame Name Preſbyters has been er apply'd to 

oth. (L anſwer, no ſuch Ambiguity does miſlead. me, for there 

no ſuch Ambiguity to do it.) To avoid the ſaid Ambiguity, and 

be more clearly to diſcover to me what it is you own, you expreſi 


thus : I own that the Officers of the middle Order (you ſhould / 


ave (aid of the ſuppos d middle Order) of the three, at the. 
lime of the Reformation, were Officers of Divine Appointment, 
and that is enough ro my Purpole) and that *tis from the Di- 
ine Appointment, or Commiſion, we are to judge of the Power 
hich belongs to them, that is, whether the 7 * only of preach- 
ing and adminiſti ing the Sacraments, is not diſtindt from that of 
reaching and adminiſtring Sacraments, and alſo of ordaining. 
If I had talk'd after this Rate, no doubt whole Vollies of 


harges of Inconſiſtencies would have ſlun'd my Ears. But 


ſou are privileged, I ſuppaſe, by your Logick, to find In- 
conſiſlencies in the moſt obvious and eaſie things in the 
World, and 'tis no Fault in you to be guilty of them at Plea- 
ſure. Is to judge of the Power that belongs to Preſbyters the 
ſame thing, as to judge whether the Office of preaching and ad- 
miniſtring Sacraments, is not diſtinet from that of preaching, 
adminiſtring Sacraments, and alſo of ordaining. 

If you will thus continually beg the Thing in Queſtion, 
and lay it down, that there are two ſuch Offices, you need 
not recur to the Divine Commiſſion, to know whether theſe 
are diſtin& or no. The Nature of things plainly ſpeaks them 
ſo, I fay, therefore, that 'tis by the Divine Commiſſion, or 
Appointment, you muſt judge whether they have only the 
Power of Preaching. and Adminiſlring Sacraments, or whe- 
ther they have the Power of Ordination and Government. 

In anſwer to your Argument from the Senſe of the times 
at the Reformation, I had alledg'd, Letter 1. p. 41. If we 
* are to judge after this rate from the Senſe of thoſe times, 
the Argument will wound the Epifcopal as well as Preſby- 
* terijan Ordination. For if therefore a Preſbyter at the time 
* of the Reformation could not have the Power of Ordinati- 
on, becaule in thoſe times he was not look'd on to have it, 


and becauſe his Ordainers did not deſign to give it: The 


ſame will hold againſt the Biſhops, That if then, and for 
* ſeveral Ages before, they were look d on as the Pope's Crea- 
* tures, and [wore Subjection td him at their Ordination; Fay 
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. d to give them à Power to or 
« dain independently on the Pope, they could not then right 


fully fo ordain, and by Conſequence all Proteſtant, even E 


© -piſcopal Ordinations, are invalid. You anſwer hereto 

Exam. Part 2. p. 7. That the Caſe mention'd is not parallel tc 
the Caſe in Debate; but that I quite miſtake the Point debated 

For you do by no means ſay that reſÞyter s at the Reformation ha, 
not the Power of Ordination, only becauſe their Ordainers did no 
deſign to give it them, ('Tis all one to my Purpoſe, whether 
the Strels be laid on the Deſign of the Ordainers, or the Senſe 
of the Times, or both, for the ſame will do in the Parallel) 
but becauſe the Tower of Ordination did not belong to them by di- 
vine Inſtitution, whereas Biſhops at the Reformation were in- 
veſted with the Power of Ordination, as belonging to them by di- 
vine Inſtitution, and ſo independently on the Pope, notwithſtand- 
ing the Ordainers Defign, or any. Oath to the contrary. Lask d 
you. in my Anlwer, Letter 4. p. 22. How could the Contro- 
« verly here in this Place be about the divine Inſtitution, 
© when in the beginning of your Argument you wav'd the 
© Conſideration of the Holy Scriptures ? How could I think 
* you would pretend to argue from a divine Inſtitution, with- 
* out having Recouiſe to the holy Scriptures, where alone 
© that Inſtitution can be found? You tell me, the Anſwer is 
very eaſy, Viz. That you wav'd the Conſideration of the Holy 
Scriptures in the beginning of your Argument, becauſe you 1 
there ſpeaking in reference to the Senſe of the name Presbytei s. 
But the Controverſy in reference to my third Remark relates to 
the Power belonging to the Middle-Office at the Reformation, 
which u to be learn d from the divine Inſtitution : And therefore 
the Controverſy muſt in this place meceſſarily be about the divine 
Inſtitution. Such Anſwers as theſe are indeed eaſy enough to 

make, as you ſay, but then they ſignify nothing when they 


are made. For in your Letter to Mr. D. you propoſe firſt to 


argue without the Scriptures, You come not to the Scrip- 
ture till the middle of p. 24. Before that therefore, there is 
no pretence of Scripture, and yet p. 23. you tell him, that 
as thoſe of the uppermoſt Order of the Three were at and for ſome 
hundred Years _—_ the Reformation alone ſtiled Biſhops, and 
alone inveſted with the Power of Ordination; ſo the mame Preſby- 
ters was applied only to thoſe that were of the ſecond Miniſterial 
Order, and ſo inferior to Biſhops, and conſequently not inveſted 


with. the Power of Ordination, 


are arguing fron; the Scriptures, or elle ſhew how you could 


oc leaſt ſhadow of Evidence if you can, that you 
| argue 


” 
— 
” 


| [3 ] 
argue from the Divine Inſtitution, while you omit the Scrip- 
tures. I only refer my Reader to p. 22, 23, 24. of your Lete 
ter to Mr. Dowley. And now to ſhew you farther, how ex- 


Jadly parallel the Caſe I put is to that you put, I will expreſs 


it in your own Words, only making the Alterations that are. 
neceſſary, which ſhall be in a different Character, with your 
Words fet oppoſite to them in the Margin. Let it then be 
ſuppoled, that a Popiſh Adverſary took up your Argument, 
and was endeavouring to prove thereby the Invalidity of Pro- 
teitant Epiſcopal Ordinations, perform'd independently on 
the Pope, as you do the Invalidity of Presbyterlan Ordinati- 
on, and ſhould ſay with you, Letter to Mr. D. p. 21. Now 


the moſt natural Method to put an bapfy Iſſue to this Controver- 


[y, I take to be, laying open the true and proper State of the 
Dueſtion controverted : and this ſurely can't be better done, thaw 
by conſidering what it was that gave Original or Birth to this 
ontroverſy. *Tis then too well known to require Proof, that thus 
Controverſy, as it now ſtands between us and you, was occaſion'd 
at the time of the Reformation from Popery, by ſome who were 
then call d. (a) [ Biſhops] who took on then | 
to give Ordination to others, [ablolutely and (a) Presbyters. 
independently] and from whom therefore all _ 
web as have abetted or maintain'd the Validity of ſuch Ordination, 
while they rejected Ordination by Preſbybers] have been ſti- 
led (b) [Epiſcopal Proteſtants) and ſuch an 
Ordination bas been on the ſame account ſti- (b) Presbyterians. 
led (e) ſa Proteſtant Epiſcopal | Ordination. 8 Presbyterian. 
Hence it appears that the true State of this : 
Controverſy depends on the State of the Miniſterial Office at the 
time of the Reformation, and that whoſoever would judge aright 
of the Validity or Invalidity of (what has been ever ſince the Le. 
. call d (d) | Proteſtant Epiſcopal] 
Ordination, muſt in the firſt place duly in- 
form himſelf in what Senſe the word (e) [E- 
piſcopus or Biſhop | was taken at the time (f) Order of the 
of the ſaid Reformation, which (f) [Degree Minittry, 
of tiie Order of Prieſthood] was then di- | 
tinguiſhd or known by that Name, and with what Miniſterial 
Power thoſe then call d (g) | Biſhops] were in- i 
veſted by virtue of the Ou dination they them- (g) Presbyters, 
ſelves had received. Whence by the way, I 
ſuppoſe *twill 75 be allow'd by judicigus Perſons, that your com- 
mon Method of having Kecouiſe immediately, or in the very firſt 


d) Presbyterian. 
(e) Presbyter. 


> 


Nace to the Scriptures, us not ſo proper. For the Queſtion « 
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not, whether ſuch as were called (i) [Bi 
kh 7 in the New Teſtament had the Pow 
ef Ordination [abſolutely and independent 
I/] but the Queſtion we are contern'd about, u thu, whether ſm 
; as were call'd (i) | Biſhops] ar the time of: tis 
(i) Presbyters. Reformation bad the wer of Ordinatio 

j * abſolutely and independently}. " And there 
fore ſince the Uſe of Words may, and frequently dort alter, (in 1 
ſomuch as the ſame Word which in one Age was promiſtuouſly ap 
Flied to two Offices, in another may be appropriated to one, ani 
that the inferior Office, or on the contrary, 8c.) and ſince b 
Conſequence the 'Sameneſs of Name is no concluſive Proof of the 
Sameneſs of Office or Authority, it muſt be allow'd, that tho it 
. ſhould be granted that thyſe- called (Kk) Bi 
(k) Preſbyters. ſhops] in the NewTeſtament, had the Power off 4 

| A Ordination, [abſolutely and independently Fl 
yet 'twill by no means thence follow, that thoſe call d (1) {Biſhops I « 
at the time of the Reformation had 'the Tow- « 

(1) Preſbyters. er of Ordination [abſolutely and indepen. 

. - . gently], In ſhort, then the main Streſs of the, 
Controverſy we are concerned in, lies on the Uſe and [ of 
on of the Mord (m) | Biſhops] at the time 1; 
(m) Preſbyters. of the Reformation; which therefore comei an 
1 next to be ſpoken to. 'Tis then well known, ch 
and acknowledg'd by all your own Writers ; that at, and for 70 


Bie 


(i) Presbytets. 


, * 


ſome bundred Tears before the ee the Diſt inct ion off . 
| the (n) [ſeveral Degrees of the Ocder off. 
(op) Three Mini- Prietthood] as they now. ſtand in the Cburch &, 
ſſterial Orders. of (o) Rome], had obtained in all Parts of ſo 
5 England. . tbe (p) | Romiſh Church, in which your 26. 

(p) Chriſtian Biſhops were ordained] and that according cei 

World. to this Diſtinction, as thoſe of the uppermo/tÞi},. 
(q) Order of the (q) [ Degree of Arr une? were at and for ;þ, 
Three. ' ſome hundred Years before the Reformation a ;h1 
(r) Biſhops. lone ftiled (r) | Popes], and were alone i} da. 
(s) Presbyters. veſted with the Power of Ordination | abſo- ve / 
8 Only. lutely and independently]. So the name of 
u) Second Mini- (s) [ Biſhops] was at and for ſome hundred 


terial Order. Nears before the Reformation, apply d (ti) ſe 
WP % Biſhops, - fpecially} zo thoſe that were of a (% [lowe 
r gree] and ſo inferior to (w) | Popes] an 
225 Hex not inveſted with the Power of Ordination | abi 


Lately and independently]. Since then it has been already ob 
aer the Queſtion in Debate n, whether fuch as were jt 
I. A Is K 0 a „ ; £6 
y . . 2 1 N * * . ; ? 4 | 
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7 as certain as any thing can be made by the univ 


ww |» N Perſwaſion, that | 
; knowledg'd by the learned Men of your own Fry 
745 he Mawe 5 (Biſhops) did at, pts for : 


bundred Years before the Reformation, (y) Preſbyters. 
(in — (2) Capes fuch Miniſters (2) Only 
ly af as were inferior to (a) |Popes], and were (a) Biſhops. 
never inveſted with the Power of Ordinati- g 
ce on; [abſolutely and independently]. Hence I think it clearly 
4 follows, that the true State of the Queſtion controverted 2 us, 
tho it 3s, in ſhort, and plain Engliſh, this, viz. © Whether a Perſon 
114 in Holy Orders, tho never invefted himſelf with the — 
N Ordination, [abſolutely and independently] can nevertheleſs 
tl ze truly ſaid to have the juſt Power of Ordination, [abſolutely 
and independently] or (which comes to the ſame) can never- 
Pow-y « theleſs duly ang rightly take on him to give Ordination 10 
Fe others [abſolutely and independently.) This is the true State 
fs of the Queſtion under Debate, put into plain Engliſh, and 
care freed from the ambiguous Signification of the 

ef ord (b) [Biſhop], (which is ſometimes (b) Preſbyter. 
comes apply'd to the Pope, and ſometimes to 
2} thoſe of an inferior Degree, call'd eſpecially Biſhops) and 
d for reſtrain'd only to that peculiar Signification of the ſaid Word, 
* which 5 55 this preſent Controverſy, as has been above ſhewn. 


. Now the Queſtion being thus truly and plainly ſtated, on which 
urch Side of it ( Affirmative or Negative) the Truth lies, ſeems to be 
ſo clear, as to be in a mannts ſelf-evident. Fir common Reaſon 
yu} reaches. us, that no one can duly att beyond the Commiſſion he re- 
ding ceives, or beyond that Degree of Authority, wherewith he has 
maſtiſ been inveſted, And if ſo, it then follows, 
4 for that ſuch (E) ] Biſhops as are concern'd in (e) Presbyters. 
n i preſent Controverſy would not duly or- 
%s, [abſolutely and independently] fince they were never in- 
DIY reſted with (d){fugh ] Power of Ordination; | 
„and conſequently, that by taking on them 0 (d) The 
red to ordain, they aded beyond that Miniſteria A 
le Commiſſion they had. received, or beyond that Degree of Mini: 
Well ferial Authority wherewith they had been inveſted, and therefore © |] 
any ated ro or unwarrantably. $M 
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to To the Teſtimony of common 7 may be added E MY 
re and more weighty eſtimony of evelation. ( And indeed 
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cently] except They: be /Ont Man 15 to ordain 4. 

n Sir, 1155 Mu ſee (or if 5 u do not, the 
-- Jmpartial Reader will ber Ha page! my Inſtance is, and 
what Jour Argument amounts to.“ the 2 is as 
niclichous on the one hand as e other. ut off 
2 Conſideration of my Anſwer to your Eighth Thel, dl 
come to my 7th, Sth, and gth Propoſitions. And * | 
re 1 ball now come to conſider what you ſay to my Propo- 


. 
A 


We fall Wan my ſixth Propoſition, becauſe you grant] 
x '-: Fallow he Truth of what you aſſert on the other hand, 
| 9 Wwithal deny tis of any Uſe to you, till you prove, that 


me Preſbyter or Biſhop is ever apply d in Scripture to 

Y LOT 1 2 one Office in the Church. T 
SD A Propoſition in this; If Men, through a Miſtake 
5 judge two ay dining Names to ſignifie two diſtinct Offices, 
{4 aben ther eally fi nifie but one; and accordingly do or- 
Rain Perſons under thoſe diſtinct Names as to diſlind Of- 
2 55 the Perſons ſo ordained muſt, notwithſtanding their 
x? +» © Miſiake, have both the ſame Powers inherent in 45 and 
wo 7775 inveſted in one and the ſame G1. 1 


e give my np ver a Turn. 


By Ake, e one Name to figni w 
e en, Ke. Well, e 


s Turn do you ? he Queſtion then will be, whether . the 
eren your Side or ours? And that I have often, 
Jar hitherto in vain, urg'd you to debate For I ſhall never 
ye yougaTa; till you have Recourſe to the Divine In- 
- Mputions:- You fay, You doubt not but to make it clearly a: 
h LEE Miſtake lies not on your Side, but aurs- | 
7% en miſtaken in that I do not (or will not) 
Bad or, 2 in 32 


22 
7. 


A * = 
* — 


1 2 a ee RTE 
le De Re -< 2 - 


hw enſe, or in Relation to what time you 
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« þ| imaginary, and ſo null, is ſufficient to ; Per ſons ry the. © 

wers of a real Office. I anſwer, The blurdity you talk 2 

of is wholly imaginary, ind ſo null: For I never ſuppoſe them 
ordain'd to any imaginary Office, ox any other than the 2 2 

Iwure Office of Preſbyers. Aud your fecond pretended N 

urdity is as filly as tle former, and has been anſwer'd al. 

q 


\f feady, and ſo is realy your next Heap of Propoſitions, for 
| they al go on that Mitake, I have obviated already. xx. 
I deny therefore, chat the Preſbyters in Diſ | 
ind only to theOffice of Preaching and a miniſtring Sa. 
"' <raments : I ſay, a they were ordain'd to the 2 
fee of Preſbyrers, they were oidain'd to, and inveſted with * 
Ill the Powers of hat Scripture Office, ">... he 
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